little attention to the more recent critical literature about the limits of political participation research and, in particular, make no reference to the work of Henrik Bang which is the focus here. 5 Henrik Bang's work represents an interesting development in the political participation literature because it acknowledges the weaknesses of the existing literature and seeks to move beyond it. 6 Unfortunately, in our view it has been insufficiently considered.
second section discusses the dataset and methods we use; the third reports our findings; and the fourth summarizes the key findings relating them to our central research question.
I N T R O D U C I N G B A N G
Bang, like others before him, acknowledges the individualization of politics and the decline of citizen-orientated participation, which many people associate with a 'thinning' of social and political community. 10 More specifically, he identifies two versions of this argument. First, there is Putnam's view on what he terms the 'mysterious disengagement '. 11 Overall, Putnam's argument is that this weaker civil engagement will lead to weaker, less effective and less responsive government. Secondly, and in contrast, the work of Norris and of Pattie, Seyd and Whiteley highlights the growth of new forms of participation: what Norris calls 'cause-orientated' participation. So, Pattie, Seyd and Whiteley argue that atomization is reflected, not in broad disengagement, but rather in a decline in collective participation and a rise in individualized or micro-political participation. 12 However, to Bang, these approaches share two assumptions: first, that citizen participation is aimed at influencing the decisions of public authorities; and, secondly, that the core of citizen identity revolves around 'the creation of strong, affective moral ties, committing citizens to act normatively, responsibly and in the name of the common good'. 13 In Bang's view, this inevitably means that, from this perspective, the key problem that an atomized citizenry raises for liberal democracies is a free-riding problem.
In contrast, while Bang does not doubt that free-riding is a problem, he does not see it as the key problem. In his view, individualization leads to more than atomization. More broadly, there is not just one core political problem for democracy -but rather ever-changing problems and challenges that stem from diversity, and this diversity is the key to understanding democracy. To Bang, participation involves 'the matching of political power and values in the situated interaction between political authorities and laypeople'. 14 He argues, and this is absolutely crucial to his position, that 'a democratic political relationship of authority … is one where everybody has the right and the possibility to make a difference to the constitution of politics and policy.' This leads him to make a distinction between political and social solidarity: political solidarity is thinner and, crucially, not based on any conception of the common good. All you need for political solidarity is that: 'each and everybody in a political authority relationship hold the general political value that democracy requires the mutual acceptance and recognition of difference '. 15 Given this view, Bang argues, the crucial problem of contemporary politics is political exclusion, rather than 'free-riding'. What is occurring is the uncoupling of the political authorities from what he terms 'the laypeople' and a consequent undermining of the political system. The increased complexity of late-modernity makes governing much more difficult and the reaction of politicians, bureaucrats and corporatist interests is to exclude some groups/individuals, that is laypeople, from the process of deliberation. The weakest and the most vulnerable are the most excluded from the local, national and global level. Yet, political authorities 'cannot make and implement authoritative decisions for a society unless laypeople accept them and recognise themselves as bounded by them '. 16 In this context, Bang sees two new political identities as emerging as the response of laypeople to the uncoupling problem: Expert Citizens; and Everyday Makers. Crucially, Expert Citizens and Everyday Makers do not have a legitimating or an oppositional role in relation to political authorities. Indeed, their political participation is not focused upon the state (i.e., they do not engage in state-driven or society-driven activity), but rather they engage in building and running governance networks and reflexive political communities, either full-time (as Expert Citizens) or part-time (as Everyday Makers).
Overall, to Bang, as the world is changing, so are the patterns of participation. Expert Citizens and Everyday Makers are the two new types of political participants which share certain characteristics, but are also very different.
The Expert Citizen
These are most often new professionals, particularly in voluntary organizations, but not within political parties, trade unions or private firms, who feel they can do politics and make and implement policy as well as the old authorities. They deal with all types of elites and sub-elites, both political and corporatist. In fact, Bang suggests, many Expert Citizens were previously grassroots activists. Expert Citizens thus need:
-a wide conception of the political as a discursive construct -a full-time, overlapping, project identity reflecting their overall lifestyle -the necessary expertise for exercising influence in elite networks -to place negotiation and dialogue before antagonism and opposition -to consider themselves as part of the system, rather than external and oppositional to it.
To Expert Citizens, politics is a fusion between representation and participation in a new form of political participation where you use your knowledge, skills and strategic judgement to influence others. Expert Citizens build networks of negotiation and co-operation with politicians, administrators, interest groups and the media; they develop 'network consciousness'. As compared with when they were grassroots activists, they have a weakening antagonism to the system; their aim is to make it an effective partner. Consequently, Expert Citizens are also a resource or political capital for democracy. In particular, they have a fund of everyday experience about how to deal with problems of exclusion based on ethnicity, gender, class/poverty etc.
The Everyday Maker
In many ways, Bang argues, the Everyday Maker is a response to the Expert Citizen. Everyday Makers do not feel defined by the state; they are neither apathetic about, nor opposed to, it. They do not want to waste time getting involved with the state; they prefer to be involved at the lowest possible, local, level. Everyday Makers typically think globally, but act locally. They have no interest in producing a new form of interest representation and have minimal interest in party politics. They are also sceptical of new Expert Citizens because they pursue their own interests: 'They (Everyday Makers) draw a clear distinction within the realm of politics between elite networks and their own politics of the ordinary in the locality'.
17 Similarly, they are not driven by a sense of duty, nor are they interested in gaining influence; rather, they wish to feel involved and develop themselves. They aim to encourage what Bang terms 'small local narratives'. Unlike the Expert Citizens, they don't want to mould identity; this, in particular, leads to conflict between Expert Citizens and Everyday Makers on the ground.
Bang argues that Everyday Makers live by a credo of everyday experience:
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-Do it yourself -Do it where you are -Do it for fun, but also because you find it necessary -Do it ad hoc or part-time -Do it concretely, instead of ideologically -Do it with self-confidence and show trust in yourself -Do it with the system, if need be. Like Expert Citizens, Everyday Makers do not believe that representative democracy can be rescued, either by steering from above or accumulating social capital from below. In their view, there is a practical alternative to Putnam's notion of 'strong government' and 'thick community'. Everyday Makers are likely to vote and to be informed about 'high politics', but they do not get their political identities from being citizens of the state or members of an interest group or a social movement. They (like Expert Citizens) are concerned to enhance their personal capacities for self-governance and co-governance. In Bang's view: 'They prefer a "thin" form of democratic political community that allows for the reciprocal acceptance and recognition of difference. They also consider "strong", effective and responsive government from above as a permanent threat to their selfgovernance and co-governance'.
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For our present purposes, the main thrust of Bang's work is his putative identification of these two new types of participant. He argues both that these new forms of political participation reflect key changes in society and that they will lead to changes in the nature of liberal democracies like Britain. These are big questions that deserve attention and one of us has, to an extent, engaged with these issues elsewhere. 20 However, there are, of course, a number of prior questions which inform our analysis here: -Does Bang's classification of new forms of political participation exhaust all the possibilities? -Is it possible to identify a significant number of Expert Citizens and Everyday Makers in a liberal democracy like Britain? -If so, what leads people to become involved in the different forms of participation? -Do these different types of participant have different relationships to the political system, more specifically, different levels of political trust and efficacy, and different levels of contact (with public officials) and voice (for the expression of disaffection) in the interests of public affairs?
This article is concerned with these questions. The first question is conceptual, as well as empirical, and is dealt with in the next sub-section. The other three questions are empirical and form the core of our analysis.
There are a number of criticisms of Bang's work, but two are particularly important here because they partly inform our empirical work. 21 First, in our view, it is implausible to focus, as Bang does, effectively on Expert Citizens and Everyday Makers only, although implicitly in his account there is recognition of a category of people active in conventional politics. In particular, while we would agree that most literature overplays nonparticipation and apathy, there are people who are very unlikely to participate under any circumstances. Secondly, Bang's category of Everyday Makers is difficult to operationalize, at least in quantitative terms. To Bang, Everyday Makers move in and out of politics, so if they are not involved in politics at a given time we do not know if that is because they are inactive Everyday Makers. As such, to undertake a quantitative analysis it is essential to know whether a person is currently or has previously been engaged. As such, we identify four types of participant which we specify below: Political Activists, Expert Citizens, Everyday Makers and Non-Participants. Secondly, Bang says nothing about the demographic characteristics of Expert Citizens and Everyday Makers, although the literature makes it clear that education, class, gender, age and ethnicity are, to varying extents, related to levels or types of socio-political participation.
Here, in the light of the general political participation literature, two points are important. First, although minority ethnic groups now constitute a significant proportion of the population, around 8 per cent in the 2001 Census, 22 and faith groups, particularly Muslims, are increasingly important politically, there has been little discussion of the relationship between political participation and ethnicity or faith. For instance, because of their small sample size (N ϭ 3,145), Pattie, Seyd and Whiteley only conducted binary analysis on ethnicity and religion (White/Non-White, and Religious/Non-Religious). In contrast, Fahmy used the same dataset as we do here, but still collapsed ethnicity into four groups (White, Black, Asian and Other) and undertook no analysis of faith groups. 23 Given the large amount of research evidence on ethnic diversity and ethnic disadvantage, a more comprehensive analysis is overdue, 24 and we undertake that here. Secondly, although there has been a strong tradition of class analysis of voting in Britain, 25 the utility of class as an explanatory variable has been heavily challenged in recent years. For example, Pakulski and Waters have proclaimed 'the death of class,' while Beck and Beck-Gernsheim see it as a 'zombie category '. 26 Given that we are highly critical of that position, 27 class features strongly in our analysis.
As we have argued, Bang's work is interesting, but, to date, it has not been systematically tested. Bang himself undertook a study of political participation in Inner Noerrebro, an area of Copenhagen, Denmark, which historically was a stronghold of left-wing parties and grassroots movements fighting the system. 28 This led to the development of his ideas on the new types of political participation. Similarly, Marsh, Jones and O'Toole used their data on political participation in Birmingham, England, to try to establish whether there were Everyday Makers among their respondents. 29 However, both studies are qualitative. Here, the aim is different. We use the best and most relevant data to establish in quantitative terms whether we can identify Expert Citizens and Everyday Makers among the respondents; if we can, how these groups, and our Political Activists and Non-Participants differ, if at all, in terms of socio-demographic characteristics; and what effects these different types of political participant have upon levels of political trust and efficacy on the one hand, and of contact and voice on the other (see below for details of the two domains).
We need to make it clear from the outset that we do not claim to have produced a foolproof empirical test of Bang's arguments and, indeed, we explore the limitations of our data below. Rather, our modest claim is that we used the best data available and developed Bang's notions in a way which is conceptually vigorous and empirically testable. As such, the merit of this piece stands, or falls, on whether the reader thinks Bang's work and, more importantly, our development of it, is important enough to deserve examining empirically and, if it is, whether our analysis provides a useful, if imperfect, examination. We have already given our answer to the first question, namely, that in our view, Bang's work is important and deserves rigorous empirical (quantitative) investigation. The second question needs a more detailed consideration and we return to it once we have introduced our data and outlined our analytical framework. 30 The HOCS has rich data on, among other things: socio-demographic attributes; types of formal and informal political participation from which we can construct our political participation variable; trust in different political institutions; feelings of efficacy at local and national levels; contact with public officials; and voicing of dissatisfaction with politics and politicians. 31 Given the large sample size, especially as regards ethnic and faith groups, and the very rich socio-cultural and political participation data, we believe that the HOCS is a better dataset than that provided by other British datasets on political participation, including that of Pattie, Seyd and Whiteley.
The Analytical Framework
Our purpose in this article is to explore the main determinants of the various forms of political participation/types of political participant and their impact upon political trust/efficacy and, in turn, upon political contact and voice. For this purpose, we shall be using types of political participant first as an outcome and then as an explanatory variable. In the first stage of our analysis the aim is to explain why individuals become involved in different forms of participation. Here, the explanatory variables we use are the ones that previous research on social capital 32 and on political participation has identified as important: age, sex and marital status as demographic variables; ethnicity and religion as cultural variables; and class and educational qualifications as social stratification variables.
33 This is shown by arrow 1 in Figure 1 . Existing research has also shown that political participation is related to political efficacy 34 and trust, though in the latter case the direction of the relationship is subject to debate. 35 This relationship is represented by arrow 2 in Figure 1 . At the same time, it seems sensible to propose that different forms of participation will be related to the extent of contact with public officials and to the voicing of disaffection with politics and politicians, and that trust and efficacy will also play a part in the process (see arrow 4). Socio-demographic factors may also have considerable impact on trust/efficacy and on contact/voice, as represented by arrow 3. Finally, as some social-demographic groups involved in particular forms of participation may have political beliefs/behaviour that are different from their peers involved in other forms of participation, we aim to capture this, where appropriate, by assessing the interaction effects, as represented by arrow 5. Our analysis investigates each of these hypothesized relationships. The main effects (arrows 1-4) will be presented in tables and discussed in text, with the interaction effects (arrow 5) discussed in text or footnotes, to avoid making the tables too complex. 34 Fahmy, 'Ethnicity, Citizenship and Political Participation in Britain'. 35 Putnam, Bowling Alone.
Specifying the Variables
The key problem we have is whether the data allow us adequately to specify the categories of our main variable of interest, namely, forms of political participation, in a way which does enough justice to Bang's arguments and which enables us to develop his ideas.
Of course, there are always limitations in mapping quantitative data on to conceptual notions and using data not purposely designed to examine the concepts in which one is interested. Here, the specific problem is that the HOCS data in the main only allows us to identify the structural characteristics of Expert Citizens and Everyday Makers, not the attitudinal ones. So, we can identify what type of participation the respondents are involved in, and whether that activity fits broadly well with Bang's discussion of the 'new' forms of participation, but we cannot ascertain what the respondents were thinking and how they were feeling about their participation. For example, we do not know whether the respondents participated for concrete or instrumental, rather than ideological, reasons, or whether they were doing it with self-confidence or for fun, both of which are, according to Bang, key features of the participation of Everyday Makers. However, to reiterate, there is no dataset which would allow us fully to tap into those aspects of Bang's thesis and we would argue that our specifications capture enough of Bang's distinctions to be empirically useful.
As such, the construction of the participation variable proceeded as follows. In the 2001 HOCS, there are data on current (in the previous twelve months) formal involvement in terms of 'group, club or organisation'. Questions were asked of such involvement in fifteen organizations [V3.1f] covering: (1) children's education/schools; (2) youth/children's activities (outside school); (3) education for adults; (4) sports/exercise; (5) religion; (6) politics; (7) health, disability and social welfare; (8) the elderly; (9) safety, first aid; (10) the environment, animals; (11) justice and human rights; (12) local community or neighbourhood groups; (13) citizen's groups; (14) hobbies/recreation/arts/social clubs; and (15) trade-union activity. Within each of these organizations, there were further questions on eleven fields of interest [V3.2b] covering: (1) raising or handling money; (2) leading the group/member of a committee; (3) organizing or helping to run an activity or event; (4) visiting/befriending people; (5) giving advice/information/counselling; (6) secretarial, administrative or clerical work; (7) providing transport/driving; (8) representing; (9) campaigning; (10) other practical help; and (11) any other help. Moreover, the sector [V3.7] of the organization that the volunteers had helped was also asked: (1) public sector; (2) private sector; (3) voluntary and community sector; and (4) other. For respondents who were not currently involved but who had been involved more than twelve months ago, the same questions were asked on the eleven fields of interest in their previous formal involvement [V5.1].
Using these codes, we constructed our participation variable with four categories as shown in Figure 1 . First, we specified Political Activists as those involved in what one might call conventional politics, namely, those who are currently engaged in organizations characterized by politics or trade-union activity (category 6 or 15 in V3.1f).
36 Secondly, in the remaining sample, we specified Expert Citizens as those who acted in the capacity of leaders or representatives in terms of fields of interest in current or previous formal involvement (category 2 or 8 in V3.2b or V5.1) and, for those currently involved, who helped organizations that were outside the private sector (category 1, 3 or 4 in V3.7). Thirdly, Everyday Makers are defined as those who are currently or previously involved but not in the capacity of Political Activists or Expert Citizens as defined above. Finally, Non-Participants are those who did not volunteer in the last twelve months or over twelve months ago in any of the three activist capacities.
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As shown in Figure 1 , we also explore the relationship between the types of political participant and two domains of political beliefs/actions: trust/efficacy; and contact/voice. Each of the two domains consists of two subsets with a differing number of variables. Trust is assessed in relation to police, courts, politicians, parliament and local authorities; efficacy refers to the feeling that one can influence decisions affecting the local and the national levels; contact involves contacting a public official working for the local council, contacting a local councillor, contacting a Member of Parliament, or contacting a public official working for the central government; and voice involves signing petitions, attending public meetings or rallies, or joining in public demonstrations or protests.
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We shall explore the association between our four groups of political participants and the two domains of political beliefs/actions in terms of both descriptive analysis and statistical modelling. With regard to modelling, as the space limit of this article does not allow us to present results for each of the fourteen variables in the two domains, we used techniques based on item response theory (IRT) 39 to obtain latent variable scores for categorical indicator variables for each of the domains. 40 The scores thus obtained were then standardized (with a mean of 0 and a standard deviation of 1) so that we could easily compare the relative effects of different socio-demographic attributes and of types of political participant.
We give a brief account here of the socio-demographic variables. Ethnicity is operationalized according to the 1991 Census as an eight-way variable: White, Black 37 The four groups of political participants were constructed by using a combination of questions on V3.1f, V3.2b, V3.7 and V5.1 in the 2001 HOCS. The details of the questions are available at Ͻ http://www.dataarchive.ac.uk/doc/4754/mrdoc/pdf/4754userguide1.pdf Ͼ (last accessed on 12 October 2006) at pp. 150, 154, 157 and 162 respectively, including detailed definitions and explanations to the interviewers. Because of the space limit, we do not reproduce the details here but interested readers can easily find out. Twenty respondents who gave no valid information to these questions were dropped from analysis. 38 Caribbean, Black African, Indian, Pakistani, Bangladeshi, Chinese and Other.
41 Religion is also coded as an eight-way variable: Christian, Buddhist, Hindu, Jewish, Muslim, Sikh, Other and None. As such, our approach marks a significant step forward in the treatment of these variables in the political participation literature 42 and our categories are not only sociologically more meaningful than those used in existing literature, but also operationally amenable to multivariate analysis.
Class is measured using a three-way Goldthorpe class schema, differentiating between the service class (professionals, administrators and managers), the intermediate class (petty bourgeois, routine non-manual, and forepersons and lower technicians) and the working class (skilled, semi-skilled and unskilled manual workers, including agricultural labourers). 43 As the data are collected from people aged 16 and over, a sizeable number of our respondents are still in education and they are assigned to a separate category: students. Our focus in the following analysis is, however, on the contrast between the service and the working classes. As regards educational qualifications, we differentiated, on the basis of the respondent's highest qualification: first-degree or above; diploma/ A-levels; trade apprenticeships/O-levels; and primary/none.
In order to address the issues of unequal selection probabilities, differential non-response among subgroups and the over-representation of minority ethnic groups, we used the appropriate weighting variable for the individual-level analysis of the combined sample, with analytical weights in the descriptive, and probability weights in the inferential, analysis.
A N A L Y S I S
We present our findings following the procedure suggested in Figure 1 . With regard to the association between socio-demographic factors and forms of political participation (arrow 1), the issue not considered by Bang, we present a general picture, before looking at the results in terms of net effects. Subsequently, we shall look at the latent factor scores for the two domains of political beliefs/actions and use them in the multivariate analysis to unpack the relative effects between forms of participation and socio-demographic factors.
The data in Table 1 show the association between the socio-demographic variables and forms of political participation. At the bottom of the table, we can see that, of the 15,454 respondents who gave information on political participation, 8.4 per cent are Political Activists, 15.0 per cent Expert Citizens and 37.3 per cent Everyday Makers. Thus, 60.7 per cent of the respondents were participating in forms of 'political' activities, while 39.3 per cent were Non-Participants.
With regard to the socio-demographic characteristics of the four groups of political participants, we find that age is a crucial factor in a predictable way. 44 The middle-aged 41 It is noted here that even though both Attwood et al., Home Office Citizenship Survey, and Fahmy, 'Ethnicity, Citizenship and Political Participation in Britain', use the same data as we do here, there are significant differences between their and our analyses. Attwood et al. were mainly interested in exploring the basic association as revealed in crosstabulations and were not focused on any particular theoretical or sociological theme (see, for instance, their are much more likely than the other age groups to be a Political Activist or Expert Citizen. The younger groups are more likely to be rank-and-file followers (Everyday Makers), whilst the oldest group are most likely to be absent from involvement. The pattern here echoes recent research findings that young people in Britain are more engaged in loosely-knit social connections than in formal civic organizations. 45 Gender differences are less pronounced, although men (10.9 per cent) are somewhat more likely than women (6.1 per cent) to be Political Activists and women are similarly more likely than men to be Everyday Makers. The noticeable differences with regard to marital status manifest themselves in two aspects. 46 First, married people are generally more likely than the non-married (never married or once married) to be Political Activists or Expert Citizens. Secondly, the once married (widowed, divorced and separated) are most likely to be in the Non-Participant category, which is probably a reflection of their age profile. Indeed, further analysis shows that over half of the once married are over 60 years of age.
As pointed out earlier, owing to the lack of data, studies of political participation in Britain have had relatively little to say about ethnic or religious background. We have the first data that can fully explore that relationship. Our analysis here shows some interesting features. First, there seem to be more ethno-religious differences than ones based on age, gender or marital status. 47 With regard to ethnicity, among the minority groups people of Black African origin are most likely to be Political Activists and Expert Citizens (8.3 and 15.5 per cent respectively), and people of Chinese origin are most likely to be Everyday Makers (41.7 per cent), whilst people of Pakistani and Bangladeshi origins are most likely to be Non-Participants (nearly 59 per cent each). With regard to religion, people of Jewish descent are by far the most likely to be Expert Citizens (34 per cent), as compared with the 6.1 per cent of the Sikhs. Muslims and Sikhs are the least likely to be political participants (59.7 and 55.3 per cent respectively). There is, of course, a close association here and further analysis shows that 97 per cent of the respondents of Pakistani and Bangladeshi origins are Muslims, while 13 per cent of the respondents of Indian origin are also Muslims.
Class and educational differences have a far more pronounced effect than the other personal attributes considered to date and, interestingly, the effect of class is much greater than reported by Pattie, Seyd and Whiteley.
48 Thus, 34.4 per cent of the respondents in the service class were 'Political Activists' or 'Expert Citizens,' as compared with only 14.4 per cent of the working class. On the other hand, nearly 53 per cent of the latter and only 25 per cent of the former were in the Non-Participant group. Certainly, class seems to 45 Y. Li, M. Savage and A. Warde, 'Social Stratification' (unpublished paper, Institute for Social Change, University of Manchester). There are also data in the HOCS on informal help, namely, unpaid help given to non-relatives in the last twelve months, in [V6.1] Ͻ http://www.data-archive.ac.uk/doc/4754/mrdoc/pdf/ 4754userguide1.pdf Ͼ at p. 165. Further analysis shows that around 72.4 per cent of the two younger groups gave one kind or another of unpaid informal help to non-relatives, as compared with 56.8 per cent of the oldest group. 46 The conceptual link between marital status and participation lies in the fact that some of the fifteen organizations have a very close bearing on family life. As married people are more likely to have children and to be residentially stable than the never married or the once married, they are more involved in children's education/schools and/or in neighbourhood groups. Further analysis confirms this (details are available on request). 47 Further analysis confirms this. Putting all the socio-demographic factors in the table as explanatory variables and political participation as the outcome variable in an ordinal logit regression analysis, we find that the ethno-religious variables yield greater chi-square values ( 2 ϭ 158.89 with 14 degrees of freedom) than do the age-sex-marital variables ( 2 ϭ 90.09 with 6 degrees of freedom), and the difference between the two sets of variables is statistically significant at the 0.05 level ( 2 ϭ 10.45 with 1 degree of freedom, p ϭ 0.001). 48 Pattie, Seyd and Whiteley, Citizenship in Britain, Table 3 .4, p. 86 and Table 6 .12, p. 182. matter here. The differences between the educational groups are even starker. People with degree or higher qualifications are around three times more likely than those with only primary or no formal educational qualifications to be Political Activists or Expert Citizens (39.9 as against 12.5 per cent), and the latter are similarly more likely than the former to be Non-Participants (nearly 57 as against nearly 20 per cent).
We have described the association between socio-demographic groups and forms of political participation. However, many of these variables are obviously interrelated. 49 In order to see the net effects, we show, in Table 2 , results of a multinomial logit regression. 50 We used 'Non-Participants' as the base group and each of the other groups -Political Activists, Expert Citizens and Everyday Makers -is contrasted with Non-Participants. We find that the patterns generally reinforce those that emerged in Table 1 . Holding constant all other variables in the model, we find the younger cohorts less likely to be involved in traditional politics (party politics or trade unions where the 40-59 cohort takes a prominent role) or to assume formal leadership roles, but much more likely to be Everyday Makers.
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Women are less likely than men to partake in conventional politics but more likely to be engaged in other capacities, particularly as rank-and-file participants. It is also noted here that statistical modelling can reveal patterns which would remain obscure, or hidden, in descriptive analysis. Thus, both the 'never-married' group and the 'once-married' group are, holding constant the other variables in the models, less likely than the married group to be in each of the three activist groups, a pattern barely noticeable in Table 1 . Religion, rather than ethnicity, seems to be a more important factor underpinning participation. Thus, holding constant all other socio-demographic factors, Muslims are consistently less likely, and significantly so in two out of the three contrasts, to be in any of the activist group, whereas their ethnic origins did not make any marked difference. Indeed, further analysis shows that Muslims from India, Pakistan or Bangladesh were not significantly different in any of the three contrasts. With regard to Expert Citizens, it must be pointed out that the Jewish respondents were the most active, with the largest positive coefficient amongst all faith groups (0.720).
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The most salient patterns in Table 2 concern class and education. Controlling for all other factors in the model, we find that class, and education in particular, have a very important effect. In terms of the magnitude of the coefficients, the differences between degree holders and those with least educational qualifications, and between the service and the working classes, are generally, and consistently, larger than those found for categories in the other variables. Another notable feature of Table 2 is that class effects are most strongly associated with Expert Citizens and educational effects with both Political Activists and Expert Citizens. Thus, controlling for all other variables in the models, the coefficients for the service class (as compared with the working class whose value is set at 0 in the model) are 0.510, 0.943 and 0.521, and those for degree holders (as compared with the non-qualified) are 1.926, 1.852 and 1.067 respectively for Political Activists, Expert 49 For instance, further analysis shows that over three quarters of those with degrees are found in the service class, whilst nearly 60 per cent of the least educationally qualified group are in the working class. 50 We also carried out an ordinal logit regression analysis as noted above on the assumption that the four categories take an inherent order such that 'Political Activists' have greater political capital than 'Expert Citizens' who in turn have greater political capital than 'Everyday Makers', etc. The patterns are the same but multinomial logit analysis discloses features not shown in ordinal logit analysis, hence, our preference for the former. 51 This confirms the conclusion of Pattie, Seyd and Whiteley, Citizenship in Britain, Citizens and Everyday Makers. It is also worth noting that party politics and trade-union activities used to be home to working-class men in Britain but over the last thirty years, it has gradually shifted ground so that it has been increasingly, and is currently predominantly, composed of people in middle-class positions.
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A third important feature of Table 2 concerns the relatively weak political participation of some ethno-religious groups, when all other factors in the models are taken into account. For instance, people of Chinese origin are notably absent both from conventional politics and from assuming leadership roles in new forms of participation. Equally notable is the lack of participation by Muslim, Sikh and Hindu communities. Black Caribbeans are also underrepresented in party or trade-union activities, and in leadership roles of new forms of participation.
Of course, the results we present in Table 2 are main effects. As such, there may be interaction effects involved which our models did not investigate; that is, one may argue that it is not being Chinese, Muslim or Black per se which hinders respondents from being Political Activists, Expert Citizens or Everyday Makers, but rather there are other factors, perhaps their relatively weak socio-economic positions, which made them less involved. We carried out further analysis to test this hypothesis. The results gave a partial confirmation. For instance, with all other factors controlled for in the model, of people from Black Caribbean or Black African or Chinese ethnic origins or Muslim faith who are in service-class positions or who have degree qualifications, there is no statistical difference to their White peers; yet Indians with degree level qualifications were found significantly less likely than the White counterparts to be active participants ( Ϫ 1.368, Ϫ 1.089 and Ϫ 0.996 in the three contrasts respectively).
In sum, the patterns show that socio-demographic factors, particularly class and education, are of paramount importance in the generation of different forms of political participation. Age, sex, marital status and religious affiliation are also of considerable importance, but ethnic differences have relatively little effect. While such patterns demonstrate the continued explanatory power of social stratification, as mainstream class analysts would expect, they present an empirical challenge to poststructuralists who have long proclaimed the death of class replaced by divisions based on lifestyle or cultural identity. Here, Bang's analysis would lead us to expect that, as compared with Everyday Makers and with Non-Participants in particular, Expert Citizens would have a greater level of trust in the political institutions, albeit not necessarily in the incumbents of those institutions, and would feel more efficacious at both local and national levels. As previously noted, there are five component questions in relation to political trust, and two in relation to efficacy, each with four categories. For trust, the categories are: (1) a lot; (2) a fair amount; (3) not very much; and (4) not at all. For efficacy, the categories are: (1) definitely agree; (2) tend to agree; (3) tend to disagree; and (4) definitely disagree. For ease of presentation, we combined the first two categories as the positive response to trust or efficacy in cross-tabulations (Table 3) but retained the four categories in constructing the latent variable scores for modelling (Table 4) .
The data on trust in Table 3 show that people in Britain have a remarkable understanding of different kinds of political trust. Most people have a very high level of trust in political institutions such as the police or courts (80 and 72 per cent respectively) and a rather low level of trust in politicians (23 per cent). The gradient is very clear, echoing existing research on trust in the United States. 55 With regard to differences amongst the four groups of participants, we find that the major line of division was between the three activist groups of participants on the one hand, and the Non-Participants on the other. This being the case, it is also the case that Expert Citizens exhibit greater trust than Everyday Makers.
Turning to political efficacy, 56 we find that people tend to believe that they can influence decisions affecting local rather than national levels. In this regard, Bang's distinction between the local and global levels seems imprecise. Bang's expectation that Expert Citizens would feel more efficacious at both national and local levels than Everyday 55 Paxton, 'Is Social Capital Declining in the United States?' It is noted here that trust in parliament is low. This is probably due to the imprecise wording in the questionnaire on parliament, failing to differentiate parliament as a political institution or as the behaviour of the politicians there. It could also be due to the fact that the two items (Politicians, Parliament) were asked one after another so that the respondents might have quickly associated parliament with people running the parliament whose behaviour as covered in the media frequently fell short of people's expectations of them. 56 We use the term 'efficacy' in the sense of Campbell et al. as 'the feeling that individual political action does have, or can have, an impact upon the political process … It is the feeling that political and social change is possible and that the individual citizen can play a part in bringing about this change.' Cited in Fahmy, 'Ethnicity, Citizenship and Political Participation', p. 9.
Makers has empirical support, but his notion that the latter would act locally, but think globally, is ill-defined and hence hard to substantiate. The much higher levels of efficacy at the local than the national level suggest, unsurprisingly, that people feel that decision making in Whitehall is remote, little influenced by their own efforts.
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Having explored the basic association between forms of political participation and trust/efficacy, we now proceed to statistical modelling (see Table 4 ). As earlier noted, the latent scores were standardized so that we can more easily compare the effects of various explanatory variables.
58 Three models were constructed for each subset. In Model 1, only the four groups of political participants were included as the explanatory variable; in Model 2, demographic and ethno-religious variables were added; and, finally, in Model 3 class and education were added. As the inclusion of more explanatory variables tends to weaken the effects of previously included variables, we would expect a weaker association between the respondent's form of political participation and our outcome variables (trust and efficacy) as we proceed from simpler to more complicated models. The key question is: to what extent does the inclusion of new variables reduce the effects of forms of political participation?
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In Table 4 we can see that, in terms of trust, Political Activists and Expert Citizens tend to have similar scores, which are nevertheless markedly and significantly 60 higher than those of Everyday Makers who, in turn, are significantly more trusting than NonParticipants, even when demographic and ethnic-religious (Model 2) and class and 57 As the responses to the two efficacy questions were multiple-coded, it is possible to explore the relationship in different ways. We present, in Table 1 of Appendix 1, two sets of such analysis (all appendix tables are available at Ͻ http://www.ccsr.ac.uk/staff/yaojun.htm Ͼ ). In the first set, we report findings on logit regression models for efficacy at the local and the national levels respectively. In the second set, we use multinomial logit analysis with LocN NatN (efficacious at neither local nor national level) as the reference category based on the four-way variable constructed from the two binary-response arrangement as below:
National Yes
National No
Local yes LocY NatY LocY NatN
Local no LocN NatY LocN NatN
As shown in Appendix Table 1 , controlling for all other socio-demographic factors, we find, under the heading of 'Local' for efficacy at the local level, a very clear gradient for the three activist groups (0.584, 0.432 and 0.226 for Political Activists, Expert Citizens and Everyday Makers respectively, all highly significant). Yet, with regard to efficacy at the national level, we do not find significantly higher values for Expert Citizens. One might ponder why this is the case. One reason is that this kind of analysis overlooks the multiple-reply nature of the responses. Looking at the data in the multinomial logit part, we find clear gradients for the three groups with regard to efficacy at both local and national levels, and at the local and yet not at the national levels, but no difference at national but not local levels. Thus, the patterns in the multinomial logit analysis better capture the nature of the relationship between the participant groups. 58 See Table 2 in Appendix 1 for factor loadings on trust and efficacy, and mean standardized scores by the participant groups. The correlation between the two scores is 0.42, significant at the 0.001 level.
59 At the bottom of Table 4 , we present information on the improvement of fit of Model 2 over Model 1, and of Model 3 over Model 2. As would be expected, the additional blocks of variables were all statistically significant. 60 Further analysis shows that, as compared with Everyday Makers, Expert Citizens tend to be significantly more trusting and efficacious (p ϭ 0.011, 0.003 and 0.096 for trust, and 0.000, 0.000 and 0.000 for efficacy). Although the difference between the two groups in Model 3 for trust is only marginally significant on the conventional criterion, we would argue that it is substantively important, as the model controls for many socio-demographic factors. We thank the Editor and one of our Reviewers for alerting us to the need of conducting analysis on this crucial point. Note: a Refers to terms in Model 2 that are additional to those in Model 1. b Refers to terms in Model 3 that are additional to those in Model 2. †p Ͻ 0.10, *p Ͻ 0.05, **p Ͻ 0.01, ***p Ͻ 0.001. education (Model 3) are taken into account. The evidence here lends support to Bang's distinction between Expert Citizens and Everyday Makers. With regard to patterns associated with socio-demographic factors, one could discern a somewhat concave shape for age. Moreover, people from Black Caribbean origins, and those with 'other' or no religious affiliations tend to have lower trust. Finally, people in higher class positions and with higher educational qualifications in particular tend to have higher levels of trust, holding constant all other variables in the models.
T A B L E 4 Regression Coefficients on Standardized Scores of Political Trust and Efficacy
Turning to data on efficacy in Table 4 , we find, first of all, a much sharper gradient associated with different forms of political participation than was the case with trust. Political Activists have higher scores than Expert Citizens, who in turn have (significantly -see fn. 60) higher scores than Everyday Makers, who in turn have significantly higher scores than Non-Participants. Moreover, as the scores on trust and efficacy are standardized, one can clearly see that the magnitudes of coefficients on efficacy associated with each of the activist groups are higher than those on trust. In other words, different forms of political participation seem to be more closely related to efficacy than to trust. The patterns here again lend support to the heuristic value of Bang's distinction, although our development of his work resulting in a four-category variable appears more useful.
A comparison between the patterns on efficacy and those on trust as revealed by the various socio-demographic groups is also of interest here. While, for trust, age displays a clearly concave shape as noted above, a somewhat convex shape is found for efficacy. That means that, as compared with the youngest and the oldest groups, those aged 25-59, are, other things being equal, less trusting, but believe themselves to be more efficacious.
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People of Black Caribbean origins are less trusting, but have more belief in their own efficacy, than the White reference group. People of Black African origins are at once trusting and efficacious. As for the other ethnic groups, their patterns of higher levels of trust do not hold for efficacy. The effects of class are similar in the two subsets, whilst those of education are stronger as regards efficacy than trust. The notable effects of education, which are of comparable sizes to those of forms of political participation, suggest that highly educated people tend to have higher levels of information-processing, critical and analytical abilities which are essential for political participation, just as they are for civic engagement.
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Finally in this section, we turn to the relationship between forms of political participation and political contact and voice. As indicated in Figure 1, Macmillan, 1979) , and Chan and Goldthorpe, 'The Social Stratification of Theatre, Dance and Cinema Attendance', for respective arguments. Whatever the mechanisms, it seems reasonable to suggest, as Li, Savage and Pickles ('Social Capital and Social Exclusion') argue in the case of civic engagement, that economic (class) and cultural (education) resources are both important factors for effective political participation. 63 Of course, we accept that it is difficult to establish the causal order without panel data. Using the British Household Panel Survey, Li, Pickles and Savage, 'Social Capital and Social Trust', Table 4 , show that informal social capital at Wave 7 had a positive effect upon generalized trust in Wave 10, even when prior levels of trust (measured at Wave 8) were taken into account. While their analysis does not exclude the possibility that people with prior trust were more likely to have higher levels of informal social capital in the first place, it does show that informal social capital helps generate trust. Table 5 where we find that 15 per cent of the respondents had contacted a public official working for the local council, 10 per cent had contacted a local councillor, 23 per cent had signed a petition, etc. Comparing the responses by the different participant groups, we see a very clear pattern, namely, that Political Activists are most active, followed by Expert Citizens, and then Everyday Makers. The Non-Participants are much less likely to have made such contacts or exercised such voices. The data in Table 6 are regression coefficients on standardized scores on contact and voice. 64 In each part, we again have three models. What is different from Table 4 is that here we include in Model 2 all the socio-demographic variables and, as explained earlier, in Model 3 we add standardized scores on trust and efficacy.
The patterns shown in Table 6 are very clear. The coefficients on the three activist groups are significant in all three models, for contact and voice alike. 65 The gradients are evident, too. The magnitudes run in the rough order of 3: 2: 1 for Political Activist, Expert Citizens and Everyday Makers; and the sizes of the effects are not much reduced when we move from Model 1 to Model 3. This shows that the participation variable we have constructed, significantly based on Bang's theoretical expectations, gives a fairly good representation of the differences in the population with regard to making political contact and exercising political voice.
With regard to the effects of socio-demographic variables, we find, as shown in Models 2 and 3, that making contacts and exercising voices are mainly a white, middle-aged, middle-class and male sphere of activity. Thus, the younger groups, women, non-married and people of minority ethnic origins are significantly less likely to have contacted public officials or voiced their disaffections in various forms of protest in the interest of public 64 See Table 3 in Appendix 1 for factor loadings on contact and voice, and mean standardized scores by the participant groups. 65 Further analysis shows that Expert Citizens have significantly higher scores in both contact and voice than Everyday Makers in each of the models (p ϭ 0.000). Note: See footnotes to Table 4. affairs. 66 Education is a highly important factor. Another notable feature, as shown in Model 3 for both subsets, is that trust is negatively, and efficacy is positively, associated with contact and voice. This suggests that people contacted public officials or staged protests because they did not believe that the incumbents in those institutions would automatically put people's interests before their own and because they at the same time believed that they could through their own actions make a difference in the interests of public affairs. 67 In addition, with this in mind, we find, surprisingly, that, even with all other socio-demographic and ethno-religious factors in the models controlled for, our participation variable has the most pronounced effects, in terms at least of the magnitudes of the coefficients, and that for both contact and voice alike.
This article is a contribution to the literature on political participation and democratic governance. Conceptually, we have built upon and developed Bang's theory on new forms of political participation, which, in our view, represents the most interesting development in the recent literature. However, following distinctions which are more implicit in Bang, we utilized two other categories, Political Activists and Non-Participants. We used the 2001 HOCS data which, at the time the analysis was commenced in October 2004, was the best, and most authoritative, dataset available for our analysis. Technically, we used the item response theory models to conduct the latent factor analysis of categorical indicator variables: the first time the model has been used in British political sociology research. From both a conceptual and a technical perspective, we believe that our research marks an important step forward in the study of political participation.
Our results are clear:
-To the extent that our data are adequate to test Bang's arguments about new forms of participation, and we return to that issue below, we can identify both Expert Citizens (14.5 per cent of our respondents) and Everyday Makers (37.3 per cent), with 8.4 per cent being Political Activists and 39 per cent Non-Participants. Unlike Bang, we then explored the socio-demographic characteristics associated with the different forms of participation. There are some clear demographic differences between our participant groups. Political Activists (people engaged in party politics and trade unions) and Expert Citizens (leaders or representatives in formal volunteering groups) are more likely to be male, middle-aged, highly-educated and in service-class jobs, whereas Everyday Makers tend to be younger, female and non-married. Non-Participants are likely to be found amongst the elderly, divorced, separated, widowed, those of minority ethnicity, Muslims, Sikhs, those in working-class positions or the poorly educated. At the same time, there is a clear relationship between the form of participation an individual follows and her feelings of political trust and efficacy and, in turn, her likelihood of making 66 Further analysis for interaction effects, with all other variables in the models still controlled for, shows that the younger age groups who were in the service class or who had degree qualifications were no less likely to have made contact or exercised voice than their older counterparts and that minority ethnic groups who were in the service class or in the Political Activist group were more likely to have contacted public officials but less likely to have exercised voices in the interest of public affairs. 67 At a bivariate level, there is no significant association between trust and contact (r ϭ 0.006, p ϭ 0.443), or between trust and voice (r ϭ 0.009, p ϭ 0.238), although efficacy is weakly but significantly associated with contact and voice (r ϭ 0.142 and r ϭ 0.153 respectively, both significant at the 0.001 level). political contacts and exercising political voices. Consequently, we would argue that Bang's classification and, more importantly, our re-specification, of forms of political participation is useful at an empirical level.
-As far as explaining why individuals undertake particular forms of participation is concerned, our analysis shows that access to economic, social and cultural resources is of crucial importance. People in the service class (professionals and managers) and with higher educational qualifications are most likely to be Political Activists and Expert Citizens. The analysis here has strong resonance with recent social capital research.
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The most disadvantaged social groups, namely, those in the working class and with little formal education, are least likely to be engaged in political participation. Informal political participation, especially as Political Activists and Expert Citizens, requires social and cultural capital of which the working class have less and, when they do have some, such capital tends to be of a different type which is less valued in mainstream politics. 69 The close association between economic, social and cultural capital and forms of political participation suggests that the mainstream political participation literature has so far failed to address the underlying structural causes of non-participation sufficiently.
In contrast, other demographic differences in relation to forms of participation, including ethno-religious differences, are relatively small. On the one hand, we did find that Black Caribbeans, Muslims and Sikhs were significantly less likely to be Political Activists, Expert Citizens or Everyday Makers, but the effect was much reduced when we controlled for education and, especially, class. People of Jewish origins were, on the other hand, much more likely to be Expert Citizens. To put it another way, to increase participation as valued in mainstream politics (a debatable point), it is crucially important that ethnically disadvantaged people gain access to cultural capital, increase their social mobility and grow their economic capital.
-Our results suggest that the forms of political participation we have identified, based on a critical assessment of Bang, are useful for explaining levels of political trust and efficacy and, through them, levels of political contact and voice. Even controlling for class and education, as well as the other ethno-religious and demographic factors, the variable on forms of political participation remains highly significant.
In sum, our research shows that social stratification cuts deep into the realm of political participation generation and that the form of political participation the citizens adopt also plays an important and independent role in shaping political beliefs and actions. We cannot finish without returning to the question of the adequacy of our data to test Bang's analysis. As we made clear at the outset, we recognize that the absence of data about how our respondents feel about their political participation such as 'doing it with confidence' or 'for joy' means that it is difficult to identify Everyday Makers in a way which does full justice to his model. To test Bang more thoroughly, one would need data specifically designed for that purpose. While no such quantitative data are in existence, 68 Putnam, Bowling Alone; Hall, 'Social Capital in Britain'; Li, Savage and Pickles, 'Social Capital and Social Exclusion'; and Li, Pickles and Savage, 'Social Capital and Social Trust' . 69 Li, Pickles and Savage, 'Social Capital and Social Trust', find that the working class have higher levels of neighbourhood attachment than do the service class, one of the types of social capital (the other two being civic engagement and social support). Neighbourhood attachment may be regarded as a form of bonding capital which is less valued in mainstream discussions on social capital or political participation than, say, formal civic engagement. We owe this insight to one of the reviewers of a previous version of this article.
our claim here is that we have used the best data available and that our work has conceptual cogency and empirical support. It is particularly important to emphasize that our classification of forms of participation/types of participant has empirical purchase in a way Bang would expect, namely, that Expert Citizens feel less efficacious than Political Activists, but are significantly more trusting and efficacious than Everyday Makers; and that they use contact and voice more than Everyday Makers. So, we would argue that Bang's work and our development of it deserve further attention.
